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contextualising  such  technical  relationships  in  the  wider  social,  economic  and  political 
environment.  In  this  prospect  a  research,  based  on  rural  household  surveys,  has  been 
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overwhelming  the  social,  economic  and  political  contexts.  Research  based  on  rural 




























the  economic  crisis  faced  by  most  developed  countries  showed  that  progress  in 
technical and scientific knowledge does not necessarily imply economic growth per se.  
Analyses of the economic and sociological mechanisms that influence technical changes 








functioning  of  various  economic  sectors;  it  is  also  stressed  by  the ʺ Evolutionaryʺ 
approach (Nelson, Winter 1982) which accepts: the heterogeneousness of the agents, 









































In  an  agricultural  analysis  of  a  rural  situation,  diversity  could  be  described  by 
identifying  different  farm/households  types,  which  could  be  included  in  a  larger 






specific  set  of  indicators.  This  avoids  the  use  of  all‐purpose  variables  which  are 
inevitably poorly adapted to cope with situational diversityʺ (Landais, Perrot 1994). 
 
The  fact  that  relevant  criteria  for  characterising  types  may  differ  from  one  type  to 
another does not prevent one from actually comparing these types in a separate step 
(this is possible trough illustrative variables, for instance income level) or from situating 






may  vary  from  one  type  to  another.  Similarly,  caution  should  be  exerted  before 
extending geographically a typology that was designed for a given area.  A typology 





The  points  mentioned  above  support  the  need  for  constructing  farm  household 
typologies that are based on the identification and description of groups of farms with 
similar characteristics.  Planners can then use these typologies to describe and classify 





















be  improved  through  agriculture  technology  innovation.  Such  possibility  cannot  be 


























Type 1. "Moneyless" households (11/194) 
People do not farm for the market (*).  They have no regular source of income (other money 
earning activity, pension...) and get a very low total monetary income (less than 1000 R. per 
year). When they have access to land (10/11) they have a small agricultural activity.  For this 
activity they do not buy inputs (fertilisers, seeds, ...) but they can benefit from some resources 
from their neighbours. 
Type 2. "Households depending on social welfare grants and family remittances " 
(111/194) 
People farm for home consumption, not for the market (*). Pensions are the main source of 
income for most of them (89/111). Other households (29/111) rely on children grants and 
family remittances from parents who work far away. 
Type 3. "Households earning income from non farming activities" (14/194) 
People farm for home consumption, not for the market (*). They get income from non-
farming activities. 
Type 4. "Households whose main source of income is farming" (36/194) 
Farming is their main source of income. They sell on the market and farming is the main source 
of income for the household who runs the farm.  They employ casual and/or salaried labour. They 
consider themselves as farmers and they are involved in farmers' professional organisations.   
They may use a high level of inputs in their farming activity. 
Type 5. "Households who derive a minor part of their income from commercial farming" 
(9/194) 
Farming is seen as part of a complex set of income and activities.  They sell on the market but 
farming is not the major source of income.  They have other gainful activities (salaried activities, 
self-employment,...).  Some earned low cash income from agricultural activity at the moment of 
the survey but planned to increase it.  
Type 6. "Landless households" (10/194) 
These households have no access to land, not even a family a garden.  They do not farm for 
themselves.  Most of them get pensions and/or family remittances.  These households were 
located in resettlement areas 
Type 7. "Households with access to land, who do not farm" (3/194) 
These households consist of old people, who get remittances, and are not able to embark on 
agricultural activity. 
 
Source of Data: Surveys 1997 (M.Laurent, P.Madizikela, P.Mei, N.Monde, K.Tolbat, 
N.Zarioh) and survey 1998. 
 
(*) People can sell a few products during the year without being considered as producing for the 




As  stated  in  other  studies  and  in  other  areas  (Eckert,  Williams  1995;  Eckert  1996; 
Bradley,  Ntshona  1997;  Makhura  M.  et  al.  1998),  the  income  structure  may  vary 
considerably  between  rural  households.  In  Khambashe,  a  great  diversity  was  also 
observed,  ranging  from  income  from  farming  only,  to  income  from  other  gainful 
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Figure 2.  Examples of exchanges between types
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+ Main source of income 
+ Component of a system 
of different incomes 




+ Security in a social 
community system 
+ Access to community 
resources 
+ Security for land rights 
 
- an activity which is not 




+ Subsistence (& 
housing) 
+ To keep a potential 








+ To have a recognised 
profession 
.... 
+ To have a social status 
(according to the areas: 
ownership of cattle, 
ownership of land...) 
.... 
 
+ To have an independent 
source of income (some 
women) 




...   +   
Source : surveys in Khambashe area. 
 
Methodological note: For one person, agricultural activity may serve several functions at a 
time.  For example two economic functions "source of income " and "subsistence", and one 
function of social integration "social status". 












be  expected  that  people  having  different  economic  and  social  situations,  different 
projects  and  different  perceptions  of  their  situations  will  adapt  their  economic 
behaviour (Lucas 1986, Brossier et al. 1991) regarding their agricultural activity. 
 
Developing  the  typology  into  a  useful  tool  for  policy  making,  and  designing 
development support programmes and projects, would require further investigations in 
order to describe and analyse the various production relationships and problems, to 
specify  the  needs  of  each  type,  and  to  forecast  the  impact  of  different  technology 
interventions and institutional changes on the expected performance of each type.   
Figure 4 illustrates an extension of this. It shows several kinds of additional information 








     Technical performances 
  - technical practices 
  - results 
  - main problems 




For each type with agricultural 
activity 
 Work organisation 
  - division of work between household 
members 
  - specific tasks of women 
  - complementarity between task during 
the day, the week, the year 
  - etc 
     Economic performances 
  - economic results of agricultural activity 
  - economic results of total household 
activity 
  - sharing of income between the 
different members of the household 
  - saving and loan practices 
  - etc. 
 


























which  properties  of  the  systems  are  of  interest  for  the  objectives  of  development 
programmes and helps identify target groups for policy measures or extension actions.  
In  the  Khambashe  example,  households  may  assign  different  purposes  to  their 
agricultural  activity.  These  differences  may  be  explained  by  the  disparity  of  their 






















moment.  It  is  a  static  representation.  But  households  may  shift  from  one  type  to 
another (Figure 5).  On the one hand, a household is not a static entity.  It has its own 
cycle and may develop activities according to a trajectory depending on changes in the 






Type 1. "Moneyless" households
Type 2. "Households depending on social 
welfare grants and family remittances" 
Type 3. "Households earning income 
from non farming activities" 
Commercial 
farmer
Type 4. "Households whose main source 
of income is farming" New systems
Type 5. "Households who derive a minor 
part of their income from commercial 
farming" 
Type 6. "Landless households"
Type 7. "Households with access to land, 
who do not farm" 
  - Which pathways should be supported?
  - Which technical support to shift from one type to another ?
  - Which institutional support ?






collected,  and  the  typology  could  be  a  basis  for  discussion  between  the  different 




exist  in  the  area  but  can  be  found  elsewhere  (for  example ʺ medium  or  large  scale 
commercial farmsʺ). Others can move outside the former bantustan area: there is no 
justification  why  the  territorial  structure  of  future  development  should  be  reasoned 
within the former geographical structure. 





requires consistent technical sequences to be followed.  It is not always possible, for a number 
of reasons (existing equipment and breeds, lack of skill, etc.) to substitute one production  to 
another.  Taking care of this path dependency could improve our understanding of the constraints 
faced by farm households and help reduce them (training, references on technical itineraries, 
etc.). 
 
A multi-disciplinary approach to analyse such dynamic situations is useful.  Social sciences can 
analyse the diversity of situations, the resulting inequalities in production factor allocation and 
the possibilities to compensate them through relevant policy measures (credit schemes, 
investment  grants, land regulation, research and extension schemes); the exchanges between 
types, the projects and the possible trajectories, together with bio-technical sciences can 
contribute to analyse the technical possibilities to improve the performances of each type, to 
describe the conditions for shifting from one type to another, and to design new and appropriate 
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who derive a 










with access to 
land who do 
not farm" 
Number of households  11  111  14  36  9  10  3 
Total monetary income (Rands, 
average per year) 
402  8170  13335  12711  36626  5587  9040 
Number of households having any  10  111  14  36  9  10  3 
Minimum 0  1000  2200  1610  3580  4440  7200 
Maximum 912  32520  28888  141025  92080  7200  10320 
Pensions (Rands, average per 
year) 
0  5654  1106  5419  2867  3612  3440 
Number of households having any  0  89  3  24  5  7  1 
Minimum 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
Maximum 0  25800  5160  19400  5160  5160  10320 
Salaries and wages (Rands, 
average per year) 
36  237  10621  0  21433  0  2400 
Number of households having any  1  10  14  0  6  0  1 
Minimum 0  0  2080  0  0  0  0 
Maximum 400  6000  24000  0  81600  0  7200 
Income from agriculture in cash 
(Rands, average per year) 
67  9  36  2070  1751  0  0 
Number of households having any  3  20  4  36  9  0  0 
Minimum 0  0  0  390  480  0  0 
Maximum 350  312  200  15506  8270  0  0 
Size/Fields of arable land 
(morgen, average) 
3  2  2  3  2  0  2 
Number of households having any  4  *93  *8  *32  *8  0  3 
Minimum 2  0  0  1  1  0  1 
Maximum 3  7  3  16  5  0  4 
Heads of "micro"livestock (goats, 
sheep) (average) 
4  8  5  16  17  3  2 
Number of households having any  6  89  12  31  9  6  2 
Minimum 0  0  0  0  1  0  0 
Maximum 12  121  14  85  67  17  3 
Heads of "macro" livestock (cattle, 
donkeys...) (average) 
7  6  6  19  23  0  0 
Number of households having any  8  8  9  31  7  1  0 
Minimum 0  0  0  0  0  0  0 
Maximum 15  85  50  99  149  1  0 
Total number of people in this 
group of households 
52  702  81  241  64  62  12 
Including<15 years old pers. 















* number of households for which data was available   
 
Annex 1. Distribution of income in the different types 
 